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THE EVOLVING RIGHT OF DUE PROCESS AT
PRISON DISCIPLINARY HEARINGS
It may seem paradoxical that due process of law can be invoked by prison
inmates against the disciplinary actions of prison authorities. What "grievous
loss"' to "life, liberty, or property"2 could be suffered beyond incarceration
itself? Nonetheless, an increasing number of courts recently have considered the
application of procedural due process safeguards to protect prisoners against
deprivations threatened by the outcomes of prison disciplinary proceedings. The
question in such cases is whether the inmate is threatened with a grievous loss
to his liberty, and if he is, whether the prison administration has some greater
interest which justifies summary procedure without resort to a hearing. If it is
decided that the prisoner's interests outweigh those of the prison administration,
the prisoner is entitled to a hearing. 3 The issue then becomes the extent of the
procedural safeguards which the prisoner should be afforded in meeting the
charges against him.
The two recent Supreme Court decisions of Morrissey v. Brewer4 and Gagnon
v. Scarpelli, which applied procedural due process to hearings related to, but
outside of, the actual prison setting, have added impetus to the current trend.
As to administrative hearings in general, due process requires that the court
or administrative body rendering the decision have jurisdiction.0 Assuming the
power of the tribunal to act, due process necessitates notice and an opportunity
to be heard.7 Notice must be given in sufficient time "reasonably to convey the
required information, and it must afford a reasonable time for those interested to
make their appearance." 8 Therefore, notice requires more than merely inform-
1. Morrissey v. Brewer, 408 U.S. 471, 481 (1972); Goldberg v. Kelly, 397 U.S. 254, 263
(1970). The phrase "grievous loss" was first used in Joint Anti-Fascist Refugee Comm. v.
McGrath, 341 U.S. 123, 168 (1951) (Frankfurter, J., concurring).
2. U.S. Const. amend. v; US. Const. amend. xv, § 1.
3. See, e.g., Thomas v. Pate, No. 71-1410, at 15 (7th Cir., Jan. 10, 1974); Gomes v. Tra-
visono, No. 73-1065, at 3 (1st Cir., Dec. 28, 1973), petition for cert. filed, 42 U.S.L.W. 3511
(U.S. Mar. 1, 1974) (No. 73-1335); Palmigiano v. Baxter, 487 F.2d 1280, 1284 (1st Cir.
1973), petition for cert. filed, 42 U.S.L.W. 3485 (U.S. Feb. 13, 1974) (No. 73-1247); Knell
v. Bensinger, No. 72-1571, at 6 (7th Cir., Nov. 6, 1973); United States ex rel. Miller v.
Twomey, 479 F.2d 701, 717 (7th Cir. 1973); Sands v. Wainwright, 357 F. Supp. 1062, 1082
(M.D. Fla. 1973), vacated & remanded on other grounds, No. 73-1192 (5th Cir., Dec. 26,
1973); Collins v. Hancock, 354 F. Supp. 1253, 1258 (D.N.H. 1973); cf. Holland v. Oliver,
350 F. Supp. 485, 487 (ED. Va. 1972).
4. 408 U.S. 471 (1972) (parole revocation bearing).
S. 411 U.S. 778 (1973) (probation revocation hearing).
6. E.g., Pennoyer v. Neff, 95 U.S. 714, 733 (1878).
7. Fuentes v. Shevin, 407 U.S. 67, 80 (1972); Goldberg v. Kelly, 397 U.S. 254, 267-68
(1970); Mullane v. Central Hanover Trust Co., 339 U.S. 306, 314 (1950); Goldsmith v.
United States Bd. of Tax Appeals, 270 U.S. 117, 123 (1926).
8. Mullane v. Central Hanover Trust Co., 339 U.S. 306, 314 (1950) (citations omitted).
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ing the individual of the charges against him. It must permit him time to pre-
pare his case so that he can more capably protect his interest.0
The requirement of the hearing itself breaks down into several elements. The
individual has the right to present oral and documentary evidence in his own
behalf,10 for this is the essence of the opportunity to be heard. If the adjudica-
tive facts are in dispute, the party must also be able to present witnesses in his
own behalf, 1 and to cross-examine his accusers.' This latter right is especially
important where the adverse evidence consists "of the testimony of individuals
whose memory might be faulty or who, in fact, might be perjurers or persons
motivated by malice, vindictiveness, intolerance, prejudice, or jealousy."13
Should this right of cross-examination be denied, the evidence adduced from
that testimony should not be relied upon in reaching a determination.' 4 In
addition, an individual has a right to retain counsel,1' but an indigent's right to
appointed counsel is unclear.16
The party also has a right to an impartial decision-maker.' 7 This requires that
anyone who has played a part in the instigation of the charges have no voice in
the ultimate determination. 18 The basis of the decision should be set forth in a
written statement by the decision-maker.'0 This requirement informs a court of
review that the evidence leading to the ultimate determination was adduced at
the hearing, and not supplied secretly by an informant, unknown to the party.2o
9. In re Gault, 387 US. 1, 33 (1967); Escalera v. New York City Housing Auth., 425
F.2d 853, 862 (2d Cir.), cert. denied, 400 U.S. 853 (1970).
10. Morrissey v. Brewer, 408 U.S. 471,487, 489 (1972).
11. Id.
12. Goldberg v. Kelly, 397 U.S. 254, 269 (1970); Specht v. Patterson, 386 U.S. 605,
610 (1967) ; Greene v. McElroy, 360 U.S. 474, 496-97 (1959).
13. Greene v. McElroy, 360 U.S. 474, 496 (1959).
14. Escalera v. New York City Housing Auth., 425 F.2d 853, 862-63 (2d Cir.), cerL
denied, 400 U.S. 853 (1970); see Greene v. McElroy, 360 U.S. 474, 502 (1959); cf. Gold-
berg v. Kelly, 397 U.S. 254, 270 (1970) ; Birzon v. King, 469 F.2d 1241, 1245 (2d Cir. 1972).
15. Goldberg v. Kelly, 397 U.S. 254, 270 (1970); In re Gault, 387 U.S. 1, 36 (1967).
16. Gagnon v. Scarpelli, 411 U.S. 778, 790 (1973); Goldberg v. Kelly, 397 U.S. 254, 270
(1970); cf. Mempa v. Rhay, 389 U.S. 128, 134 (1967) (deferred sentencing proceeding).
17. Morrissey v. Brewer, 408 US. 471,489 (1972).
18. Id. at 485-86; Sands v. Wainwright, 357 F. Supp. 1062, 1084 (M.D. Fla. 1973),
vacated & remanded on other grounds, No. 73-1192 (Sth Cir., Dec. 26, 1973); Bundy v.
Cannon, 328 F. Supp. 165, 172-73 (D. Md. 1971).
19. Morrissey v. Brewer, 408 U.S. 471, 487, 489 (1972).
20. In Greene v. McElroy, 360 U.S. 474 (1959), the petitioner's security clearance was
revoked on the basis of information received as a result of a secret government investiga-
tion. Id. at 479. The government, presenting no case, relied solely on the secretive reports,
and the revocation was upheld by an administrative review board. Id. at 489-90. The
Supreme Court reversed, finding that the administrative procedure was unauthorized, id. at
508, adding that "where governmental action seriously injures an individual, and the reason-
ableness of the action depends on fact findings, the evidence used to prove the Government's
case must be disclosed to the individual so that he has an opportunity to show that it is
untrue." Id. at 496.
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These procedural safeguards provided at administrative hearings tradition-
ally have been unavailable to prisoners at disciplinary hearings for two reasons.
The first was the "hands-off" doctrine.2 This theory purported to recognize the
strong governmental interest in orderly incarceration, 2 and the superior ability
of official expertise in handling prison situations,28 thus closing courthouse doors
to review of prison procedures. The wall which thereby was erected between the
courthouse and the jailhouse04 served to isolate the prisoner from society to a
greater degree than his incarceration did.25
The effect of the "hands-off" doctrine has diminished in recent years, thanks
to an increasing recognition by commentators 6 and prison officials 27 of prisoners'
rights. However, the greatest impetus of change has come from the judiciary.
Several recent decisions of the Supreme Court have had the effect of guaranteeing
prisoners easy access to judicial review.28 The increased access to the courts has
been effectuated through either a writ of habeas corpus20 or a civil rights action"0
which, until recently, were confused with each other because they often seemed
to provide the same relief. 3'
21. R. Palmer, Constitutional Rights of Prisoners §§ 7.2, 10.4.1 (1973) [hereinafter
cited as Palmer]; South Carolina Department of Corrections, The Emerging Rights of the
Confined 28 (1972) [hereinafter cited as Emerging Rights); Kaufman, Prison: The Judge's
Dilemma, 41 Fordham L. Rev. 495, 506 (1973); Note, Due Process Safeguards in Prison
Disciplinary Proceedings: The Application of the Goldberg Balancing Test, 49 N.D.L. Rev.
675, 683 (1973).
22. Palmer § 10.4.1; Goldberg Balancing Test, supra note 21, at 689; see, e.g., Christ-
man v. Skinner, 468 F.2d 723, 725 (2d Cir. 1972); Burns v. Swenson, 430 F.2d 771, 779
(8th Cir. 1970), cert. denied, 404 U.S. 1062 (1972).
23. O'Brien v. Moriarty, No. 73-1279, at 5 (1st Cir., Jan. 9, 1974); Burns v. Swenson,
430 F.2d 771, 779 (8th Cir. 1970), cert. denied, 404 U. S. 1062 (1972) (court deferred to
prison officials' judgment); Hoitt v. Vitek, 361 F. Supp. 1238, 1242-43 (D.N.U. 1973);
Palmer § 10.4.1; 25 Vand. L. Rev. 1079, 1080 (1972).
24. Palmer § 7.2; Emerging Rights 28; see, e.g., Haines v. Kerner, 404 U.S. 519, 520
(1972) (per curiam); Sands v. Wainwright, 357 F. Supp. 1062, 1078 (M.D. Fla. 1973), va-
cated & remanded on other grounds, No. 73-1192 (5th Cir., Dec. 26, 1973).
25. Kaufman, supra note 21, at 506; Schwartz, Prisoners' Rights: Some Hopes and
Realities, in The Roscoe Pound-American Trial Lawyers Foundation, A Program for Prison
Reform, The Final Report 47,48 (1972).
26. The Final Report, supra note 25, at 14; National Council on Crime and Delin-
quency, A Model Act for the Protection of Rights of Prisoners § 1(b) (1972) [hereinafter
cited as Model Act]; Millemann, Due Process Behind Prison Walls, in Prisoners' Rights
Sourcebook 83-84 (M. Hermann & M. Haft eds. 1973).
27. See Emerging Rights 30, 152.
28. Haines v. Kerner, 404 U.S. 519 (1972) (per curiam) (prisoner's inartfully drawn pe-
tition should not be dismissed); Wilwording v. Swenson, 404 U.S. 249 (1971) (per curiam)
(habeas corpus statute requirement of exhausting state remedies prior to suing In federal
court should be liberally construed); Johnson v. Avery, 393 U.S. 483 (1969) (prison ban
on the practice of "jailhouse law" held invalid).
29. 28 U.S.C. § 2254 (1970).
30. 42 U.S.C. § 1983 (1970).
31. The civil rights action provides a civil cause of action for the deprivation of any
1974] DUE PROCESS AT PRISON HEARINGS
The second obstacle to the recognition of the right to procedural due process
in prison hearings was the difficulty in recognizing the prisoner's protected inter-
est in liberty. If "liberty" means only freedom from bodily restraint,3- indeed a
prisoner has no protected interest in liberty, since he has no liberty at all. But
freedom from physical restraint is not a sine qua non of liberty, although it is, to
be sure, its most basic attribute. Liberty can be great or small, depending on the
amount of rights an individual enjoys.33 Conversely, if an individual possesses
any rights at all, he must enjoy some quantum of liberty, however small, which
is protected by the due process clause.
The Supreme Court has never expressly held that a prisoner is entitled to due
process safeguards at a prison disciplinary proceeding, although a case is pre-
sently before it which may decide this issue.34 However, the Court has held, in
Morrissey v. Brewer,35 that a parolee has a protected interest in his conditional
liberty, so as to guarantee him procedural due process safeguards at a parole
revocation hearing, 6 In Morrissey, the petitioners were reincarcerated for
alleged parole violations without the benefit of an administrative hearing. The
Court ruled that before an alleged parole violator could be reincarcerated he
was entitled to the following minimum protections:
(a) written notice of the claimed violations of parole; (b) disclosure to the parolee
of evidence against him; (c) opportunity to be heard in person and to present witnesses
and documentary evidence; (d) the right to confront and cross-examine adverse
witnesses (unless the hearing officer specifically finds good cause for not allowing con-
frontation); (e) a "neutral and detached" hearing body such as a traditional parole
constitutional right under the color of state law. The purpose of the writ of habeas corpus
's to enable those unlawfully incarcerated to obtain their freedom." Johnson v. Avery, 393
U.S. 483, 485 (1969); accord, The Federalist No. 84, at 512 (Mentor 1961) (A. Hamil-
ton); Palmer, supra note 21, § 10.8. Where a prisoner seeks to compel a prison administration
to release him from custody because the process, or lack of it, which led to his incarceration
was outside the bounds of constitutionally guaranteed procedural fairness, the writ and the
action are identical in the remedies they would provide. It is not surprising, therefore, that
courts in the past have read the writ as a civil rights action. See, e.g., Wilwording v. Swenson,
404 U.S. 249, 251 (1971) (per curiam).
The confusion was somewhat mitigated by the Supreme Court's decision in Preiser v.
Rodriguez, 411 U.S. 475 (1973). There, the Court recognized that while a civil rights action
covered problems relating to the duration of confinement, habeas corpus was the traditional
remedy for such a wrong. Id. at 484-86, 489. Consequently, a prisoner cannot rely on the
civil rights action to compel his release or shorten his sentence, but instead must seek a writ
of habeas corpus. Id. at 500. This can be done only after meeting the "exhaustion require-
ment", 28 U.S.C. § 2254(b) (1970), of the federal habeas corpus statute.
32. In Meyer v. Nebraska, 262 U.S. 390, 399 (1923), the Supreme Court rejected such a
narrow definition.
33. See Palmigiano v. Baxter, 487 F.2d 1280, 1284 (Ist Cir. 1973), petition for cert. filed,
42 U.S.L.W. 3485 (U.S. Feb. 13, 1974) (No. 73-1247).
34. McDonnell v. Wolff, 483 F.2d 1059 (8th Cir. 1973), cert. granted, 94 S. CL 913
(1974) (No. 73-679).
35. 408 US. 471 (1972).
36. Id. at 482.
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board, members of which need not be judicial officers or lawyers; and (f) a written
statement by the factfinders as to the evidence relied on and reasons for revoking
parole. 37
The later case of Gagnon v. Scarpelli 3 8 found that a former prisoner on pro-
bation had an interest in his liberty,89 so as to guarantee him the Morrissey safe-
guards at a probation revocation hearing. 40 That case dealt mainly with the
question of whether counsel was required at his hearing, and will be considered
below.41
Morrissey recognized that a parolee had an interest in conditional liberty
worthy of due process protection. 42 So too, a growing number of courts have
begun to recognize that a prisoner possesses rights and liberties while in prison,
and that deprivation of these may constitute a sufficiently grievous loss to re-
quire some due process protection. Three types of deprivations which have come
under increasing consideration are the revocation of good time credits, place-
ment in punitive segregation, 43 and interstate prison transfers.
Courts have recognized that the deprivation of good time credits constitutes a
loss of liberty by extending the actual length of incarceration. 44 Good time
represents a reduction in the inmate's sentence by virtue of the statutory credit
conferred upon him by the prison administration. Consequently, each time the
prison administration takes back a day of good time, it extends the duration of
his confinement one full day. He is, in effect, sentenced to an extra day of im-
prisonment for each day of good time that is revoked. Thus, any such loss 40 is
the requisite grievous loss necessary to invoke the safeguards of procedural due
process. However, at least one court has taken a midway position between the
two extremes by requiring a threshold number of days so sacrificed before the
prisoner can avail himself of due process safeguards. 46
37. Id. at 489. See also Gagnon v. Scarpelli, 411 U.S. 778, 786 (1973).
38. 411 U.S. 778 (1973).
39. Id. at 782.
40. Id.
41. See text accompanying notes 85-97 infra.
42. 408 U.S. at 480-82.
43. While some courts draw a distinction between punitive and administrative segregation,
Emerging Rights, supra note 21, at 116, the terms punitive segregation or isolation and soli-
tary confinement are apparently synonymous. Id. at 118. But cf. Collins v. Hancock, 354 F.
Supp. 1253, 1258 (D.N.H. 1973).
44. See Thomas v. Pate, No. 71-1410, at 15 (7th Cir., Jan. 10, 1974); Knell v. Bensinger,
No. 72-1571, at 6 (7th Cir., Nov. 6, 1973); United States ex rel. Miller v. Twomey, 479 F.2d
701, 714-15 (7th Cir. 1973); Sands v. Wainwright, 357 F. Supp. 1062, 1082 (M.D. Fla.
1973), vacated & remanded on other grounds, No. 73-1192 (5th Cir., Dec. 26, 1973).
45. In Thomas v. Pate, No. 71-1410, at 15 (7th Cir., Jan. 10, 1974), the court considered
the number of days the prisoner spent in punitive segregation before reaching its determina-
tion of whether or not such placement constituted a grievous loss. However, the court made
no such calculation with respect to the number of days of good time which the prisoner also
lost. Thus, it would seem, at least in this court, that even one day's loss may be sufficiently
grievous to invoke procedural safeguards.
46. In Collins v. Hancock, 354 F. Supp. 1253, 1258 (D.N.H. 1973), the court devised a
[Vol. 42
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Similarly, courts have recognized that confinement in punitive segregation
deprives the inmate of liberty by restricting the small amount of freedom he still
possesses. 47 As in the case of good time, there is the possibility the inmate must
suffer some threshold loss before his deprivation will be deemed grievous.4
Finally, some courts have recognized that an involuntary transfer of inmates
from one prison to another works serious consequences amounting to grievous
losses.49 One of the immediate deprivations faced upon transfer is placement in
some form of segregation.5° Thus, the primary effect of transfer is confinement
in punitive segregation. The more far-reaching effects include being cut off from
family, friends, counsel, and the interruption of educational training, psycho-
logical therapy, and rehabilitation. 1
Given the fact that the inmate has an interest in what liberty he does retain,
the government may have strong counter-interests which may justify disciplinary
action without a hearing. With respect to punitive segregation, it is generally
accepted that the warden may summarily commit a prisoner or group of prisoners
to more stringent conditions of confinement when it is necessary to maintain
order within the prison.5 2 This "emergency" doctrine, which affords prison ad-
ministrators broad summary powers in dealing with explosive prison conditions,
should apply only for the duration of the emergency. 3 The arguments of admin-
threshold loss table, requiring that at least 30 days of good time be lost before such punish-
ment would be considered severe. However, the court provided for minimal protection in the
case of less severe punishments. Id. at 1259.
47. Id. at 1256-57. But see Wheeler v. Procunier, No. 72-1523, at 3 (9th Cir., Jan. 14,
1974).
48. In Thomas v. Pate, No. 71-1410, at 15 (7th Cir., Jan., 10, 1974), the court was faced
with two situations involving punitive confinement of three and ten days. The court not only
found these losses to be grievous, but even suggested that confinement for less than three
days would also be grievous. Id. On the other hand, in Collins v. Hancock, 354 F. Supp.
1253, 1258 (D.N.H. 1973), the court said that a prisoner must be segregated for at least 15
days before his placement in punitive segregation will constitute the requisite loss. Cf. Braxton
v. Carlson, 483 F.2d 933, 936 (3d Cir. 1973).
49. Gomes v. Travisono, No. 73-1065, at 3-6 (1st Cir., Dec. 28, 1973), petition for cert.
filed, 42 U.S.L.W. 3511 (US. Mar. 1, 1974) (No. 73-1335); Hoitt v. Vitek, 361 F. Supp.
1238, 1251-52 (D.N.H. 1973). Contra, Fajeriak v. McGinnis, No. 73-1038, at 2 (9th Cir.,
Feb. 11, 1974) ; Gray v. Creamer, 465 F.2d 179, 187 (3d. Cir. 1972) ; Bundy v. Cannon, 328
F. Supp. 165, 173 (D. Md. 1971).
50. Gomes v. Travisono, No. 73-1065, at 4 (1st Cir., Dec. 28, 1973), petition for cert.
filed, 42 U.S.L.W. 3511 (U.S. Mar. 1, 1974) (No. 73-1335); Hoitt v. Vitek, 361 F. Supp. 1238,
1251 (D.N.H. 1973).
51. Gomes v. Travisono, No. 73-1065, at 4-5 (Ist Cir., Dec. 28, 1973), petition for cert.
filed, 42 U.S.L.W. 3511 (U.S. Mar. 1, 1974) (No. 73-1335); Hoitt v. Vitek, 361 F. Supp.
1238, 1251-52.
52. Christman v. Skinner, 468 F.2d 723, 725 (2d Cir. 1972) ; Burns v. Swenson, 430 F.2d
771, 779 (8th Cir. 1970), cert. denied, 404 U.S. 1062 (1972); Hoitt v. Vitek, 361 F. Supp.
1238, 1242 (D.N.H. 1973) ; Model Act, supra note 26, § 3(d); Jablonshti, Controlling Discre-
tionary Power in Prison Organizations: A Review of the Model Act, 1973 Wash. U.L.Q. 563,
595-96 [hereinafter cited as Jablonski]; Goldberg Balancing Test, supra note 21, at 689; d.
Morrissey v. Brewer, 408 U.S. 471, 483 (1972) (dictum).
53. Rinehart v. Brewer, 360 F. Supp. 105, 115 (S.D. Iowa 1973). The Model Act proposes
1974]
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istrative efficiency which have been advanced against providing due process
safeguards54 to inmates have been advanced in favor of the state in all types of
administrative proceedings.55 These administrative reasons have been eyed
unfavorably, 6 with one court remarking that "the guarantees of the Bill of
Rights cannot be ignored, evaded, or even blunted for the sake of administrative
efficiency or because of fiscal deficiencies." 57 Consequently, with respect to good
time credits, it would seem that the government's interests do not outweigh the
inmate's, and he must be afforded some amount of due process prior to revoca-
tion. Likewise, the possibility of enormous hardships faced by the prisoner when
he is threatened with transfer, calls for due process protection. 8 In dealing with
punitive segregation, the government may have an interest in summary pro-
cedure during emergencies which outweighs the interest of the inmate. However,
once the emergency is over, there seems to be no reason why an inmate about to
be confined to punitive segregation should not first receive a hearing. Of course,
it will fall upon the courts to prevent arbitrary action under the guise of a non-
existent emergency, and outside of a clear abuse of discretion by prison officials
in handling what they deem to be an emergency, a court would be wise to re-
spect the actions of those officials00 as necessary under potentially dangerous
circumstances.
Once a determination is made that an inmate is entitled to a hearing prior to
suffering any of the grievous losses suggested above, a balancing of interests will
also determine the extent of procedural safeguards required. The guidelines of
due process at administrative hearings,00 and the protections enumerated in
Morrissey,61 serve as a framework for analyzing the specific due process pro-
tections at prison disciplinary hearings.
First, the inmate has an interest in receiving notice of the charges and evidence
that prison officials may not use segregation as a form of punishment, but only as a preventive
measure in times of emergency. Model Act § 3(d). Under this formulation, it would be pos-
sible to argue that, where there is no showing of a prison emergency, placement in punitive
segregation is arbitrary per se, regardless of the procedures followed at the hearing.
54. Morrissey v. Brewer, 408 U.S. 471, 490 (1972); Palmigiano v. Baxter, 487 F.2d
1280, 1287 (1st Cir. 1973), petition for cert. filed, 42 U.S.L.W. 3485 (U.S. Feb. 13, 1974)
(No. 73-1247) ; Hoitt v. Vitek, 361 F. Supp. 1238, 1252 (D.N.H. 1973).
55. See, e.g., Goldberg v. Kelly, 397 U.S. 254, 266 (1970) (withdrawal of welfare benefits);
Burr v. New Rochelle Municipal Housing Auth., 479 F.2d 1165, 1169 (2d Cir. 1973) (rent
increase) ; Hagopian v. Knowlton, 470 F.2d 201, 208 (2d Cir. 1972) (military academy
disciplinary proceeding).
56. Palmigiano v. Baxter, 487 F.2d 1280, 1287 (1st Cir. 1973), petition for cert. filed,
42 U.SL.W. 3485 (U.S. Feb. 13, 1974) (No. 73-1247); Collins v. Hancock, 354 F. Supp.
1253, 1258 (D.N.H. 1973).
57. Collins v. Hancock, 354 F. Supp. 1253, 1258 (D.N.H. 1973).
58. See text accompanying notes 49-51 supra.
59. See, e.g., Burns v. Swenson, 430 F.2d 771, 779 (8th Cir. 1970), cert. denied, 404 U.S.
1062 (1972) ; Hoitt v. Vitek, 361 F. Supp. 1238, 1243 (D.N.H. 1973) ; see In re Jones, 171
N.Y.L.J., Jan. 11, 1974, at 17, col. 4 (Sup. Ct. 1974).
60. See text accompanying notes 6-20 supra.
61. See text accompanying note 37 supra.
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against him.02 Notice which is given just hours before the hearing, or at the
hearing itself, is not notice at all, for, in order to be adequate, notice must
afford an individual the opportunity and knowledge necessary to prepare his
defense.64 Inasmuch as what is needed to prepare a defense will vary with the
nature of the charges, no general rule can be suggested as to the proper timing
of notice.
It is not disputed that, at a hearing, the inmate should have the opportunity to
tell his side of the story.6 5 The controversy surrounds just how he will do this.
Does the opportunity to be heard mean merely the right to speak for oneself? 0
To some courts, it includes the right to call witnesses in one's own behalf, 7 and
the right to cross-examine the accusers.68 It is true that an administrative hear-
62. United States ex rel. Miller v. Twomey, 479 F.2d 701, 716 (7th Cir. 1973) ; Sostre v.
McGinnis, 442 F.2d 178, 198 (2d Cir. 1971), cert. denied, 404 U.S. 1049 (1972); Clements
v. Turner, 364 F. Supp. 270, 282 (D. Utah 1973); Pearson v. Townsend, 362 F. Supp. 207,
221 (D.S.C. 1973); Hoitt v. Vitek, 361 F. Supp. 1238, 1253 (D.N.H. 1973); Rinehart v.
Brewer, 360 F. Supp. 105, 115 (S.D. Iowa 1973); Sands v. Wainwright, 357 F. Supp. 1062,
1085-86 (M.D. Fla. 1973), vacated & remanded on other grounds, No. 73-1192 (5th Cir,
Dec. 26, 1973); Landman v. Royster, 333 F. Supp. 621, 653 (ED. Va. 1971); Bundy v.
Cannon, 328 F. Supp. 165, 172 (D. Md. 1971). See notes 7-8 supra and accompanying text.
63. E.g, United States ex reL Miller v. Twomey, 479 F.2d 701, 705 (7th Cir. 1973);
Clements v. Turner, 364 F. Supp. 270, 273 (D. Utah 1973) ; Bundy v. Cannon, 328 F. Supp.
165, 169 (D. Md. 1971).
64. Sands v. Wainwright, 357 F. Supp. 1062, 1086 (M.D. Fla. 1973), vacated & remanded
on other grounds, No. 73-1192 (5th Cir., Dec. 26, 1973). See also text accompanying note 8
supra. A recent New York case has declared that proper notice includes supplying information
as to what acts are prohibited, and hence, that every prisoner has a right to published rules
of behavior as part of his right to due process. In re Jones, 171 N.Y.L.J., Jan. 11, 1974, at
17, col. 3 (Sup. Ct. 1974); accord, Center for Criminal Justice, Boston University School of
Law, Model Rules and Regulations on Prisoners' Rights and Responsibilities 156-57 (1973).
65. E.g., Sostre v. McGinnis, 442 F.2d 178, 198 (2d Cir. 1971), cert. denied, 404 US.
1049 (1972); Holt v. Hutto, 363 F. Supp. 194, 206 (ElD. Ark. 1973); Hoitt v. Vitek, 361
F. Supp. 1238, 1253 (D.N.H. 1973); Rinehart v. Brewer, 360 F. Supp. 105, 115 (SD. Iowa
1973); United States ex rel. Jones v. Rundle, 358 F. Supp. 939, 944 (E.D. Pa. 1973), treated
in Note, Retroactivity in Civil Suits: Linkletter Modified, 42 Fordham L. Rev. 653 (1974);
Sands v. Wainwright, 357 F. Supp. 1062, 1087 (M.D. Fla. 1973), vacated & remanded on
other grounds, No. 73-1192 (6th Cir., Dec. 26, 1973); see Goldberg v. Kelly, 397 U.S. 254,
266 (1970).
66. Cf. Sostre v. McGinnis, 442 F.2d 178, 198 (2d Cir. 1971), cert. denied, 404 US. 1049
(1972); Clements v. Turner, 364 F. Supp. 270, 282 (D. Utah 1973).
67. Rinehart v. Brewer, 360 F. Supp 105, 115 (S.). Iowa 1973); Sands v. Wainwright,
357 F. Supp. 1062, 1087 (M.D. Fla. 1973), vacated & remanded on other grounds, No. 73-1192
(5th Cir., Dec. 26, 1973); Landman v. Royster, 333 F. Supp. 621, 653 (E). Va. 1971); In re
Jones, 171 N.Y.LJ., Jan. 11, 1974, at 17, col. 4 (Sup. Ct. 1974); see United States ex rel.
Miller v. Twomey, 479 F.2d 701, 716 (7th Cir. 1973) (prisoner may request permission to
call witnesses); Pearson v. Townsend, 362 F. Supp. 207, 214 (D.S.C. 1973) (qualified right).
Contra, Braxton v. Carlson, 483 F.2d 933, 940 (3d Cir. 1973) ; Holt v. Hutto, 363 F. Supp.
194, 206 (E). Ark. 1973); United States ex rel. Jones v. Rundle, 358 F. Supp. 939, 946
(El). Pa. 1973).
68. Hoitt v. Vitek, 361 F. Supp. 1238, 1253 (D.N.H. 1973); Rinehart v. Brewer, 360
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ing is not meant to be a "fullblown" trial:0 9 its purpose is to determine facts
without the rigors of a trial. Therefore, a procedure which takes the time of the
hearing body without adding to the integrity of the fact-finding process should
be eliminated. In short, the question is whether or not the aforementioned rights
are necessary to a rational determination of the facts.
Time consumption is a problem which presents itself when dealing with the
calling of witnesses.70 A more serious consideration weighing against the right
to present witnesses is the fear that the involvement of other prisoners in the
hearing may subject them to coercion by their fellow convicts. 71 Nevertheless,
the integrity of the fact-finding process can hardly be bolstered by the inability
of an accused to present his side of the issue when the testimony of others is
required. One court has suggested the compromise that, prior to the hearing, the
factfinder be informed by the accused of the nature and content of the testimony
to be offered by the accused's witnesses. 72 If the trier of fact finds that the
accused's interest in calling the witness outweighs the various interests advanced
by the prison officials, the witness may be called.7 3
Although the compromise is appealing, it seems to run counter to the spirit of
Morrissey and Gagnon, which recognized this right to call witnesses in prison-
related hearings. 74 Morrissey did suggest a similar compromise with respect to
the right to cross-examination, 75 but not with respect to the inmate's right to call
witnesses. Therefore, without some adequate interest advanced by the state, the
prison administration should not be permitted to deny this recognized right.
There is yet another approach which reaches the same conclusion. It has been
suggested that an inmate retains all those rights he had on the outside except for
those expressly taken away or those inconsistent with the condition of incarcera-
tion.70 In any non-penal administrative hearing, the individual would have the
right to call his own witnesses. Thus, one court has concluded, the right to call
one's own witnesses in a prison disciplinary hearing is a minimum constitutional
requirement. 77
F. Supp. 105, 115 (S.D. Iowa 1973); Sands v. Wainwright, 357 F. Supp. 1062, 1087-88
(M.D. Fla. 1973), vacated & remanded on other grounds, No. 73-1192 (5th Cir., Dec. 26,
1973); In re Jones, 171 N.Y.L.J., Jan. 11, 1974, at 17, col. 3 (Sup. Ct. 1974). Contra, Clem-
ents v. Turner, 364 F. Supp. 270, 282 (D. Utah 1973); Holt v. Hutto, 363 F. Supp. 194,
206 (E.D. Ark. 1973); United States ex rel. Jones v. Rundle, 358 F. Supp. 939, 946 (E.D.
Pa. 1973).
69. Gagnon v. Scarpelli, 411 U.S. 778, 787-88 (1973); United States cx rel. Martinez v.
Alldredge, 468 F.2d 684, 688 (3d Cir. 1972), cert. denied, 412 U.S. 920 (1973).
70. See United States ex rel. Jones v. Rundle, 358 F. Supp. 939, 946 (E.D. Pa. 1973).
71. Jablonski, supra note 52, at 600.
72. United States ex rel. Jones v. Rundle, 358 F. Supp. 939, 946 (E.D. Pa. 1973).
73. Id.
74. Gagnon v. Scarpelli, 411 U.S. 778, 786 (1973) (probation revocation); Morrissey v.
Brewer, 408 U.S. 471, 489 (1972) (parole revocation).
75. 408 U.S. at 487.
76. Rinehart v. Brewer, 360 F. Supp. 105, 111 (S.D. Iowa 1973); see Model Act, supra
note 26, § I(a).
77. Rinehart v. Brewer, 360 F. Supp. 105, 111 (S.D. Iowa 1973).
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The right to cross-examine adverse witnesses is one of the most controversial
areas concerning prison disciplinary procedures. Several courts have considered
the right to cross-examine s to be, in the circumstances at bar, as basic and
unencumbered as the fundamental rights to notice and of an opportunity to be
heard. A second approach would be to adopt the conditional right to cross-
examination espoused by Morrissey, which provided that "if the hearing officer
determines that an informant would be subjected to risk of harm if his identity
were disclosed, he need not be subjected to confrontation and cross-examina-
tion."7 9 Alternatively stated, the hearing officer can deny the right to cross-
examination when he finds "good cause."80 One compelling factor present in the
prison situation which calls for a consideration of this approach is that it may be
unwise to permit a prisoner to attack the credibility, and hence the integrity, of
the very prison officials to whose sanctioning power he will be subject when the
hearing is over 8 1 It is this need for protection which is the basis of "good cause"
although, in this case, it is not the informant, but the cross-examiner, who re-
quires the protection. Finally, several courts have denied any right to cross-
examinationPr2
It is submitted that the Morrissey guideline serves well in the prison setting,
and its conditional right to cross-examination is a satisfactory solution. To deny
any cross-examination is unwarranted, and too drastic, considering the absolute
right to cross-examine which exists in administrative hearings outside of the
prison context.8 A properly supervised conditional cross-examination would take
into account the greater interests of the state in limiting the right to cross-e.x-
amination at hearings inside prison,8 4 and would serve the inmate's interests as
well-by guaranteeing him the right, when it is necessary, and by protecting
him from possible reprisal when cross-examination is inappropriate.
Whether or not the prisoner will be permitted to retain counsel, or to have
counsel appointed if he is indigent, is yet another current problem facing the
courts. The cases can be broken down into those that permit counsel,8 5 those
78. See, e.g., Hoitt v. Vitek, 361 F. Supp. 1238, 1253 (D.N.H. 1973); Rinehart v. Brewer,
360 F. Supp. 105, 115 (S.D. Iowa 1973); Sands v. Wainwright, 357 F. Supp. 1062, 1037-88
(M.D. Fla. 1973), vacated & remanded on other grounds, No. 73-1192 (5th Cir., Dec. 26,
1973).
79. 408 U.S. at 487.
80. Id. at 489; cf. McNeill v. Butz, 480 F.2d 314, 323 (4th Cir. 1973) (suggesting good
cause is limited to danger to the informant).
81. Kaufman, supra note 21, at 509.
82. Clements v. Turner, 364 F. Supp. 270, 282 (D. Utah 1973); Holt v. Hutto, 363 F.
Supp. 194, 206-07 (E.D. Ark. 1973); United States e-x rel. Jones v. Rundle, 358 F. Supp.
939, 946 (ED. Pa. 1973).
83. See note 12 supra and accompanying text.
84. Cf. notes 12-13 supra and accompanying text.
85. Sands v. Wainwright, 357 F. Supp. 1062, 1088-89 (M.D. Fla. 1973), vacated & re-
manded on other grounds, No. 73-1192 (5th Cir., Dec. 26, 1973) (right to retain counsel but
not to have counsel appointed); cf. United States ex rel. Martinez v. Alldredge, 468 F.2d 684,
688 (3d Cir. 1972), cert. denied, 412 US. 920 (1973) (no right to counsel where there is no
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that permit only counsel substitute,8 6 and those that allow no representation at
all. 87 The analysis presented in Gagnon v. Scarpelli,88 a case concerned with
probation revocation procedures, summarizes the arguments surrounding this
issue. The Court emphasized that a hearing is a fact-finding process rather than
an adversary proceeding. 80 The presence of counsel would alter its nature, with
the result being that "the hearing body may be less tolerant of marginal deviant
behavior and feel more pressure to reincarcerate rather than to continue non-
punitive rehabilitation. Certainly, the decisionmaking process will be pro-
longed, and the financial cost to the State... will not be insubstantial." 0 On
the other hand, the Court continued, "[i] n some cases, these modifications...
must be endured and the costs borne because ... a disputed issue can fairly be
represented only by a trained advocate." 9' All other procedural guarantees be-
come illusory, if, without counsel, a fair representation cannot be achieved. The
Court said that a right to counsel exists at a parole or probation revocation hear-
ing in two circumstances: first, if the alleged parole or probation violator has a
colorable claim that he has not committed the alleged violation;0 2 and second, if
there are mitigating circumstances which make revocation inappropriate, but
which are difficult to present effectively without counsel.93
In the first category, the Court has seemingly created an absolute right to
counsel, for a hearing is a fact-finding process which becomes unnecessary when
the alleged violator admits his guilt.9 4 Thus, anytime a hearing is held, it pre-
supposes a disagreement as to the facts determinative of guilt or innocence. To
say that the alleged violator has a right to counsel when he proclaims his inno-
cence is really to say that whenever there is a need for a hearing, the individual
factual controversy) ; In re Jones, 171 N.Y.L.J., Jan. 11, 1974, at 17, col. 4 (Sup. Ct. 1974).
See also Model Act, supra note 26, § 4.
86. Pearson v. Townsend, 362 F. Supp. 207, 214 (D.S.C. 1973) (law student); Holtt v.
Vitek, 361 F. Supp. 1238, 1253 (D.N.H. 1973) (lay advocate); Landman v. Royster, 333 F.
Supp. 621, 654 (ED. Va. 1971) (lay advisor).
87. Sostre v. McGinnis, 442 F.2d 178, 196-97 (2d Cir. 1971), cert. denied, 404 U.S. 1049
(1972); Clements v. Turner, 364 F. Supp. 270, 282 (D. Utah 1973); Holt v. Hutto, 363 F.
Supp. 194, 206-07 (ED. Ark. 1973); United States ex rel. Jones v. Rundle, 358 F. Supp. 939,
946 (E.D. Pa. 1973).
88. 411 U.S. 778 (1973).
89. Id. at 787-88.
90. Id. at 788.
91. Id.
92. Id. at 790.
93. Id.
94. McNeill v. Butz, 480 F.2d 314, 326 (4th Cir. 1973); United States Cx rel. Jones v.
Rundle, 358 F. Supp. 939, 947 (ED. Pa. 1973); see Morrissey v. Brewer, 408 U.S. 471,
476-77 (1972) (dictum); cf. Burr v. New Rochelle Municipal Housing Auth., 479 F.2d 1165,
1169 (2d Cir. 1973) (no factual issues on which the plaintiffs would have any special knowl-
edge); United States ex rel. Martinez v. Alldredge, 468 F.2d 684, 688 (3d Cir. 1972), cert.
denied, 412 U.S. 920 (1973) (no right to counsel at a mandatory hearing when there are no
factual disputes) ; Hahn v. Gottlieb, 430 F.2d 1243, 1248 (1st Cir. 1970) (no factual dispute).
But see Rinehart v. Brewer, 360 F. Supp. 105, 115 (SD. Iowa 1973).
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has the right to the assistance of counsel. A further problem with this require-
ment is that it calls for a preliminary determination by the bearing body of
that which it is supposed to determine ultimately and only after all the facts are
adduced. In other words, if it denies the alleged violator's request for counsel
because it decides he has no colorable claim to his innocence despite a factual
dispute, the body really has usurped the purpose of the hearing which is to deter-
mine the validity of that claim.
The second limiting factor goes to the sentencing function of the administra-
tive body. Here, the alleged violator is entitled to counsel even if he admits the
truth of the charges against him, provided that his violation can be justified or
mitigated.95 However, the alleged violator may not know he has such a defense
until a trained advocate has examined all the facts in his behalf. To deny an
individual a right to an attorney because he has no such defense may be to deny
him the opportunity of discovering that he, in fact, has such a defense.
The Gagnon Court also said that consideration should be given to the ability
of the violator to speak for himself?96 Whether or not an individual can capably
represent his interests, skilled representation is more effective;97 to deny an in-
dividual the best possible chance of defending his liberty would be a practice
repugnant to our concepts of justice.
The final elements generally considered to be part of the due process safe-
guards are the rights to an impartial tribunal,98 and to a written statement of
the evidence,99 of the findings of fact,100 or one which sets forth the decision. 10 1
Both have received general acceptance.'02 In addition, some courts have con-
95. See 411 U.S. at 790.
96. Id. at 790-91.
97. See Jablonsk , supra note 52, at 600.
98. United States ex rel. Miller v. Twomey, 479 F.2d 701, 716 (7th Cir. 1973) ; Pearson
v. Townsend, 362 F. Supp. 207, 221 (D.S.C. 1973); Hoitt v. Vitek, 361 F. Supp. 1238, 1253
(D.N.H. 1973) (anyone involved in the investigation or recommendation cannot judge);
Rinehart v. Brewer, 360 F. Supp. 105, 115 (S.D. Iowa 1973); Sands v. Wainwright, 357 F.
Supp. 1062, 1084-85 (M.D. Fla. 1973), vacated & remanded on other grounds, No. 73-1192
(5th Cir., Dec. 26, 1973) (anyone with a special interest in the case is disqualified) ; Landman
v. Royster, 333 F. Supp. 621, 653 (E.D. Va. 1971) (participation in bringing the charges is
a bar); Bundy v. Cannon, 328 F. Supp. 165, 172 (D. Md. 1971) (official who pressed charges
cannot sit on the judging body) ; cf. In re Jones, 171 N.Y.L.J., Jan. 11, 1974, at 17, col. 4
(Sup. Ct. 1974); Cohen, In Search of a Model Act for Prisoners' Rights, 1973 Wash. U.L.Q.
621, 636.
99. Pearson v. Townsend, 362 F. Supp. 207, 224 (D.S.C. 1973).
100. Hoitt v. Vitek, 361 F. Supp. 1238, 1253 (D.N.H. 1973).
101. Rinehart v. Brewer, 360 F. Supp. 105, 115 (S.D. Iowa 1973); Sands v. Wainwright,
357 F. Supp. 1062, 1089-90 (M.D. Fla. 1973), vacated & remanded on other grounds, No.
73-1192 (5th Cir., Dec. 26, 1973) ; accord, Model Act, supra note 26, § 4; Jablonski, supra
note 52, at 568-69; Contra, Clements v. Turner, 364 F. Supp. 270, 282 (D. Utah 1973).
102. See cases cited in notes 98-101 supra. Braxton v. Carlson, 483 F.2d 933, 941-42 (3d Cir.
1973), found that although written notice and written findings of fact are "desirable," they
are not "constitutionally required."
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sidered favorably a right to administrative appeal. 10 3 One argument advanced
in favor of the additional right is that, like the written decision, administrative
review is a check of the rationality of the fact-finding process.'0 4 On the other
hand, it adds nothing to the process itself, and-in light of the free access to the
courts and ready judicial review-would only be a duplicative deterrent to irra-
tionality. The right to administrative appeal, thus, would appear to be unneces-
sary.
To recapitulate, due process of law requires that, before a prisoner be made
to suffer a grievous loss, he must receive a hearing preceded by adequate notice
of the charges and evidence against him. The notice, in order to be adequate,
must permit the prisoner sufficient time to prepare his case. The prisoner must
have the right to present evidence in his own behalf. This includes the right to
call witnesses, since anything less would violate the mandates previously enun-
ciated by the Court. The prisoner may have a conditional right of cross-exam-
ination, but that right must be absolute where adverse testimony puts him in
jeopardy of loss of an interest. This is especially true where the inmate's liberty
is at stake. The prisoner is entitled to counsel. The hearing itself presupposes a
factual controversy, and justice requires that the prisoner have the opportunity
to present the best possible case, utilizing the skills of a trained advocate towards
that end. Lastly, the prisoner is entitled to an impartial tribunal which sets forth
the basis of its decision in a written statement. These factors are inherent in the
concept of due process.
Most importantly, there must be the realization that the Constitution follows
the inmate into prison. 10 5 He must be presumed to possess all the rights of a
free man unless the state can show a sufficient interest for denying those rights.
Thus, the burden must be cast upon the prison administration to justify the
denial of a right, rather than upon the prisoner to demonstrate his entitlement
to it.'0 6
Stuart M. Bernstein
103. Holt v. Hutto, 363 F. Supp 194, 206 (ED. Ark. 1973); Pearson v. Townsend, 362
F. Supp. 207, 224 (D.S.C. 1973) (as provided by prison regulations); Hoitt v. Vitek, 361 F.
Supp. 1238, 1253 (D.N.H. 1973). Contra, United States ex rel. Jones v. Rundle, 358 F. Supp.
939, 947 (E.D. Pa. 1973) (no constitutional right to appeal); Sands v. Wainwright, 357 F.
Supp. 1062, 1090 (M.D. Fla. 1973), vacated & remanded on other grounds, No. 73-1192 (Sth
Cir., Dec. 26, 1973).
104. Jablonski 569.
105. Sands v. Wainwright, 357 F. Supp. 1062, 1094 (M.D. Fla. 1973), vacated & remanded
on other grounds, No. 73-1192 (Sth Cir., Dec. 26, 1973).
106. See Morales v. Schmidt, 340 F. Supp. 544, 550 (W.D. Wis. 1972); Emerging Rights,
supra note 21, at 30.
